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DETAILED ACTION 



Receipt is acknowledged of the Amendment received on 5-1-06. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 

35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was 

commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to 

the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor 

and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was 

made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 



U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

2. Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Niwata et al. 
(US 6,070,794). 

Re claim 1, Niwata et al. teaches a pliable fabric, a memory attached to the fabric in 
which machine readable information about the secure document is stored, an interface attached 
to the pliable fabric and coupled to the memory that when a reader device reads the secure 
document, transmits at least a portion of the machine readable information stored in the memory 
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to the reader device, wherein the machine readable information includes data of plural 
transactions in which the secure document was previously used (abstract, card 2, card unit 
processing apparatus 1, and log of FIG. 1 1+). The card is interpreted to be a pliable fabric, as is 
conventional for transaction cards. Though silent to human readable information on the fabric, 
the Examiner notes that printed matter is not patentable. Additionally, the use of printed matter 
on a card is well known and conventional in the art to provide identification/information about 
the card/card user, and is an obvious expedient. 

Re claim 2, the card/document is interpreted as secure currency. 

Re claim 3, though silent to artwork, the Examiner notes that printed matter is not 
patentable (see in re Ngai and in re Gulack). Additionally, the Examiner notes that 
artwork/graphics on a card are well known and conventional to provide information and 
aesthetics to a card, and therefore is an obvious expedient. 

3. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Niwata et al., as 
discussed above, in view of Nishimura (US 2003/0222137). 

Re claim 4, the teachings of Niwata et al. have been discussed above. 
Niwata et al. is silent to a barcode. 

Nishimura teaches that the IC card can also have ID read from a barcode or strip on the 
card (paragraph [0090]). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Niwata et al. with those of Nishimura. 

One would have been motivated to do this to provide more versatility or conformance 
with available readers. 
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4. Claims 5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Niwata et 
al./Nishimura, as discussed above, in view of Tomiyama (US 4,855,584). 

Re claims 5-6, the teachings of Niwata et al./Nishimura have been discussed above. 
Niwata et al./Nishimura are silent to the barcode comprising a watermark printed with 
magnetic ink. 

The Examiner notes that transaction cards including IC/smart chips and magnetic strips 
are well known and conventional. Tomiyama teaches that a magnetic ink barcode is hidden 
(interpreted as watermarking) on a card (FIG. 3). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Niwata et al./Nishimura with those of Tomiyama. 

One would have been motivated to do this for enhanced security. 

Re claim 7, though silent to laminate, cloth, paper, the Examiner notes that it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to select 
such a material, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select 
a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of obvious design 
choice (In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416). Additionally, the Examiner notes that laminate cards are 
conventional in the art, motivated by cost effectiveness, flexibility, ease of manufacture, 
durability, etc. 

5. Claims 8-9 and 59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Niwata 
et al., as discussed above, in view of Rollender et al. (US 5,971,282). 

Re claims 8-9, the teachings of Niwata et al. have been discussed above. 
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Niwata et al. is silent to a chemical sensor to detect a chemical signature and generate 
information supplied to the reader. 

Rollender et al. teaches that a card (smartcard) can sense and provide signals (abstract). 
Though silent to a reader, Rollender et al. teaches the signals are output by 16, therefore it would 
have been obvious to use a reader to fetch the data, as conventional in the art. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teachings of Niwata et al. with those of Rollender et al. in order to sense signatures to provide 
value information. 

6. Claims 10-16, 53-55, 57, 58, and 60-62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Niwata et al., as discussed above, in view of Nitou (US 2005/01 16816). 

Re claim 10, the teachings of Niwata et al. have been discussed above, noting the card 
can be a radio card (interpreted as RFID). Though silent to human readable information printing 
thereon, the Examiner notes that printed matter is not patentable, as discussed above, and that 
providing such information is an obvious expedient. 

Niwata et al. is silent to the card storing authentication information indicates whether a 
RF reader is authorized to communicate with the card. 

The Examiner notes that mutual authentication/verification between a reader and card is 
well known and conventional in the art. 

Nitou teaches an example of mutual authentication between a card and a device meeting 
the claimed limitations (see claim 3 for example). Nitou is relied upon as an example showing 
mutual authentication, though it is for a vehicle system, it is applicable to card/reader systems. 
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At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Niwata et al. with those of Nitou. 

One would have been motivated to do this for enhanced security. 

Re claim 1 1, the Examiner notes that human readable identifiers are well known and 
conventional in the art to provide information, and therefore are an obvious expedient. 

Re claim 12, the teachings of Niwata et al. have been discussed above. The Examiner 
notes that the log information shows at least one of an identifier/denomination. 

Re claims 13- 1 5, the Examiner notes that though the prior art is silent to a power 
extraction circuit that extracts power from the reader signal to power the security module, and 
that the RF interface comprises a transmit and receive circuit in order to transmit to the reader 
and receive and extract information encoded and sent by the reader, such limitations are well 
known and conventional in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
for the currency to be a passive RF device (powered by the reader) to have a practical, low cost, 
and unobtrusive means of RF communication with currency/documents, as is conventional in the 
art. Additionally, the (RF interface would need to have a transmit and receive circuit in order to 
be able communicate information to and from the reader, hence obviating the limitations. Re 
claims 14-15, the Examiner notes that separate transmit/receive circuits or integrated 
transmit/receive units are well known and conventional in the art to receive and send information 
wirelessly, and are chosen based on design constraints, system constraints (separate circuits 
allows one direction of transfer to be used even if the other direction breaks, unlike in an 
integrated send/receive circuit), cost, etc., and such a selection is within the ordinary skill in the 
art. Accordingly, the Examiner notes that such limitations are well within the skill in the art 
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in order to have a RF interface that is able to communicate bidirectional with a reader for 
reading/writing. Further, it has been held that constructing a formerly integral structure in 
various elements involves only routine skill in the art. Nerwin v. Erlichman, 168 USPQ 177,179. 

Re claim 16, the Examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art that by looking at the log, one would see if a radio frequency reader had communicated 
with the card, but the transaction data. 

Re claim 53, the limitations have been discussed above re claim 10. Though silent to 
human readable currency information the Examiner notes that printed matter is not patentable as 
discussed above. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have such 
information to provide information to the user, for example. 

Re claim 54, the limitations have been discussed above re mutual 
authentication/verification, as is conventional in the art. 

Re claim 55, the Examiner notes that it is understood in mutual authentication that 
authentication occurs before access proceeds, which would include reading/writing as is known 
in the art for security purposes. 

Re claim 57 and 60, the teachings have been discussed above re the log. 

Re claim 58, the Examiner notes that the memory/log of the card is discussed above to 
show records, transactions, and balances. The Examiner notes that if tampering occurred, such 
as altering of card data, it would have been obvious that it could appear in the log data, through 
improper data. 

Re claim 61, the limitations have been discussed above re claim 10. 
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Re claim 62, the Examiner notes that the Applicants specification teaches the decoder as 
a device that can be used to authenticate the RFID device. Thought the prior art is silent to a 
decoder, it teaches mutual authentication, including authenticating a reader, which the Examiner 
interprets as functionally equivalent. Though silent to a decoder, the Examiner notes that such 
separation of functions from an element involves only routine skill in the art. 

7. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Niwata et 
al./Nitou, as discussed above, in view of Ikefuji et al. (US 2005/0023361). 

The teachings of Niwata et al./Nitou have been discussed above. 

Niwata et al./Nitou are silent to a integrity meter to determine the connection between the 
fabric and security meter. 

Ikefuji et al. teaches an exposed sensor that detects when an IC card is opened and 
performs an action (abstract). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Niwata et al./Nitou with those of Ikefuji et al. 

One would have been motivated to do this to protect the card from manipulation. The 
Examiner notes that the exposure sensor is interpreted to be a integrity meter that determines the 
integrity of the connection between the fabric and security module, interpreted as part of the IC 
card. 

8. Claim 56 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Niwata et 
al./Nitou, as discussed above, in view of Rogers et al. (US 6,669,100). 

Re claim 56, the teachings of Niwata et al./Nitou have been discussed above. 
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Niwata et al./Nitou are silent to the security module detects whether tampering/compromising 
has occurred. 

Rogers et al. teaches tamper resistant logic/circuitry as part of the card circuitry/security 
module that detects tampering/compromise. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Niwata et al./Nitou with those of Rogers et al. 

One would have been motivated to do this in order to have enhanced security features. 

9. Claim 59 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Niwata et 
al./Rollender, as discussed above, in view of Nitou, as discussed above. 

The teachings of Niwata et al./Rollender et al. have been discussed above. 
Niwata et al./Rollender et al. are silent to mutual authentication. 

Nitou teaches such limitations (discussed above). Re claim 59, the limitations have been 
discussed above re claim 8, where the memory 24 can store the sensor information. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Niwata et al./Rollender et al. with those of Nitou in order 
to have more security with mutual authentication, as is conventional in the art. 

Response to Arguments 

10. Applicants arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. The Examiner has cited new art (see above). 

In response to the Applicants argument that Ross does not teach data of plural 
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transactions in which the document was previously read, the examiner has cited the art to Niwata 
et al. to teach such limitations, interpreting the card of Niwata as a secure document. 

Re the Applicants argument re claims 10-16, the Examiner has cited the art of Nitou to 
teach limitations of memory storing authentication information so data can be read and written to 
the banknote, which the examiner has interpreted as a card, as it is useable for currency/money. 



1 1. Claim 18 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

12. Claims 1 9-2 1 are allowed. 

13. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
The prior art of record fails to teach the integrity meter coupled to a current source and 
comprising a resistive element in parallel with the current source and a conductive loop in 
parallel with the current source, wherein the conductive loop comprises a plurality of hooks that 
attach the security module to the pliable fabric (re claim 18), and a currency comprising a fabric 
and a security module attached to the fabric wherein the security module comprises a memory in 
which information about the currency is stored and an ink reservoir in which ink is stored and 
wherein the security module releases ink to mark the fabric when it receives a predetermined 
command (re claim 19). 



Allowable Subject Matter 
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Conclusion 



14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel I. Walsh whose telephone number is (571) 272-2409. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael G. Lee can be reached on (571) 272-2398. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




■ Daniel I Walsh 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2876 
7-20-06 / ] ^ 



